arise  if Bissell's instructions were  followed.     Inasmuch  as   the  reason-
ableness  of Lund's  perception is  not  shown  it   follows   that   this  claim of
discrimination cannot  be  sustained.     Further,   I  find   the  action  attempted
by Bissell was unrelated to any protected  activity.     It   is  apparent   that
the argument  was over who would be  "boss",  Lund or Bissell.     To  reach  for
the  conclusion  that Bissell was  retaliating because  of some  protected
activity by Lund  is not justified  under the evidence,

VIII

TEN DAY ATTENDANCE DISCIPLINE  LETTER
RECEIVED BY LUND.     THE LETTER WAS  ISSUED IN ERROR

Witness;  Lund

65.     Lund  received  a discipline  letter  stating  that he had been
charged with  ten absences  in the  past  12 months   (Tr.   179).

66.     Lund had missed only eight days.    When Lund  contacted   foreman
Dayton Miller  the error was  corrected  and  the  letter withdrawn  (Tr.    ,
180-181).

67.     Lund could not  get  an answer as  to who  was   responsible   for  the
letter   (Tr.   181).

The Anamax procedure on employee absences   is  discussed  infra.

The evidence here  fails  to establish  any discrimination against Lund,
When the error was established the  letter was withdrawn,    A mere error in
an internal company procedure will not generally  support  a claim of
discrimination.

IX

LUND RECEIVED SAFETY DISCIPLINE LETTER FOR LIFTING A LINER
WITHOUT HELP.    HE ASSERTS THE LETTER WAS  ISSUED COMPLETELY WITHOUT

GROUNDS, 12J

Witnesses;  Lund,  Foster,  Hensen,  Johnson

68.     On July 26,  1980 Lund was welding  liners  on  a  shovel bucket   (Tr.
182-184,   P-16).

69.     Supervisor Foster  and  two mechanics  assisted Lund  in  setting  two
or  three   liners  in place.     A man was  on each  corner moving  the   liners   into
place  (Tr.  182,  563),

11/ Paragraph 8 of amended complaint.
12/ Paragraph 9 of the amended complaint,

26 a general  complaint  of  a supervisor's directive  that  could
